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Dear David, 

As tilings worked cut today, X had a guest, Dud was ©n TV and yjo didn’t g© out to 
the box far the nail until lute. X didn’t got to look at it until su^er tine. The uneasy 
feeling l-.ft fro» Dud’s least irresponsible appearance ©f which 1 know curries over to 
parts ef your letter and what they betoken, your preblem. 

Frow all that Dud said ©no would nevar know tliut anyone else in the world had dene 
any work on politicals assassinations or the Ray caso in particular. The reality is tiiat 
in real effort anti real ucccnplishuent there are few worthy cf uentien who have not 
exceeded Dud’s effort. He lias n© roal accomplishment, per se er or balance. 

Tho real vferk ant i I have den©. I aw used t© not being Mentioned un* it nee an’ t 
toother no. I avoided any publicity in Memphis, believing that it all bolosgod to Jim, who 
deserves and needs it. I wet with the press frequently, wade new press contacts, tout said 
nothing for publication. In fact, ny lume was not mentioned ©ace. 

The choice was i/dno. Ai ©to©dy suggested this course. It was never discussed. 

However, the choice was not ^im’s in Dud’s newest self— glorification. The ©iffercnce 
ia a Iferoe ©no. 

1 don’t really euro how you handle me. Net personally. Hot with ny experiences 
€>£“ tlio past decade. Thf .o is not tho real question. Wh&t is is tho integrity of the work, 
its feitlifuluees to fact and as n guide to tho inquirers ©f the future some of whom mb y 
depend cm it. 

Until I have tine te read your draft, which X May begin tonight if j- cltwin other 
things up first, I ufa United in the cowiicnt I can make. Vi hat X plan te d© is road und nark 
the draft first mid then if I have tine wrote explanations. If 1 don’t have time-, the marks 
should ia aost cases at least alert you. 

The kind of thought that troubles me is your third graf, which begins, ’’First, hew 
de X write a history of tills tiling and uak& you the uajor source?” and concludes "HeMC-mber 
the work is intended for historians and their peculiar approach to tilings.” 

T© paraphrase, history is too important to leave to historians. To explain, first 
they corrupt it and second they in tills case hnve abdicated totally. There would be n© 
history ©f any «f the political assassinations ©r ©f tho secrecy about then all if it 
were left to historians. 

% concern is net what you say or do not say about ny work, published or fighting 
secrecy, which I can’ t tell frc» yout title. Either way I bear a special curse among 
historians who abdicated, the first to publish (and publisher of the most) and the only 
one published t© really do something about secrecy. There is ne other one published who has 
begun to d© as Much about secrecy as din, t© cite an example known to you. And mere has 
been don© by two not (yet) published than any other wh© lias published. 

This is to s«y that you have more problems than satisfying professional historians * 
prejudices if you intend a definitive work. Tho ©no problem you do net have is satisfying 
a©. Unless you itako specific enough reference t© what X have written but have net been 
able to publish to permit tho legion ©f parasites to filch and corrupt it. This I would 
oppose. One of your other problems you can meet by getting Howard Hoffman’s Presumed 
Cruilty . du© this month fron Farleigh Dickinson University Press. Young as Howard is. I’ll 
be surprised if his is not a-uager work. 

You also say "If after reading this you decide it ought to be published...” That 
is a decision I can neither wake nor influence. 

Another expression, even is intended as a figure of speech, also leaves m© uneasy • 



"but I wish t® giv® additional weight t® any statuHsnt, so that readers will aet eay 
Woiabarg is the only drain in the world, ato." W®11, I den't think ee an*. I *®n t think y®u 
ehsold mid I baliev® y»u should not suggest anything lik® it to your audioaoo or the historians 
of the future. Muoh of what I do X do only because if I don t it won t got d«»o. Jia *»» 
tell you that I have boon wanting to get out of the Hay case sxnco early 971. But I Jew* t, 

1 won't and honorably 1 oan't. Tho real quostion has nothing t» to with big trains, -t e 
to do with quitters, those who coppad out and stayed out. And if you focus enduing some- 
thing about soarecy, if only doouaenti ng its exposure, you can't lonre Jin out of a ^jer 
role because ho gleno has been of real holy on tide. Take this literally, please, add all 
these you cun cite fm publication together, multiply by a hundred and it totals uueh, 
jaueh less thufi. huo done* 

How I don't know how you can do this and satisfy the cowards in yeur profession 
who loft their responsibilities ti> Jin and ho. Unless you address the litigation ana i.s 
results. For professional historians who abdicated their responsibilities as histenans 
and as oitiwons? 

(j'oid in ease you are unaware, professor, wo - mostly Ji» - have just established 
a legal precedent against secrecy.) 

These are wy thoughts, mm of then, on reading your letter. Perhaps I will not 
recall then after I road your piece, “aybe I U then find then not warranted. But I do 
take the tiuo to set then out not only in fairness to Jin ana ctlierB who can t be cites, by 
refefeno® to books, the way you historians have of rewriting history, but to arn y* u 
against what you nay later regards as eonething less than you would prater to have aone. 

I'll also be surprised if you do not find Here on doing something about this 
secrecy in Whitewash IV than in all that has been published to date. We will he “<* 
t han out soon, if Jin lias not yet sent you an oKbargoed copy. I *uk atil, with eo little 
tiao, trying to sell tho ancillary rights so ia can at least begin ta pay ofi the loan. 

^hio was the reiis^u for t© clay’s gueot# 

The disnal truth is that no published writer has done anything about secrecy *»*cept 
ae. Epstein oribbud what lie added to the paperback of his dishonest work and even Syivin 
never offered to repay tho cost of xeroxing ef what I did get for her. 

I don't know how you can cite the unpublished Paul Koch. While for personal and 
ethical reasons I liave broken off with liin entirely, the plain fact is that h \^ sn * 
has nude aore effort to do eonething conn tractive about secrecy than all the e .ho. writers 
eeftbiaatU W# si&plc proalett f»r & historian, huh? 

Two strong recoHiasadationai don't do anytliing until you have read the two nw 
books and don’t permit, loavo alone ask, w i» to critioino until a£tor the robuttal argments 
aw filod in the Ray case, lie has too much to do that nobody else can do and it is aore 
imp&rta&t than tii© tixiiiitf of an historical roTiow# 

I de how that after reading your work I can give yeu «ore coufort. What I'vs said 
is true regardless of your abroach or content. And yeu ar® treading in a historian** 
quagair®. I would not bo faitliful to friendship not to warn you in aavanoo. 

Were I you I'd net^bo concerned about whotlier I satisfied any individual or «y 
professional colleagues, “y concern would bo satisfying »ystlf. 



hopefully, 



